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Introduction
In this article we re-examine the extent of the capabilities-expectations gap 1 in light of recent developments in EU security and defence policy. The most significant of these include the release of the EU's Global Strategy (EUGS), the establishment of a permanent military headquarters for missions and operations (MPCC), the launch of Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), the creation of a European Defence Fund (EDF), the initiation of the Coordinated Annual Review on Defence (CARD), and the proposal by Emmanuel Macron to establish a European Intervention Initiative (EI2). 2 These reforms are all part of the EU's 'Brexit moment' insofar as they have been created partially as a response to British withdrawal (as was the case with EI2), heavily shaped by the prospect of Brexit (the EUGS), or established owing to the removal of the British veto (including over the MPCC and the EDF). But they also reflect broader priorities for the Union in the field of foreign and security policy, including the rise of non-liberal powers, 3 growing insecurity in the neighbourhood, 4 fears of American isolationism in the wake of Donald Trump's election to the presidency, 5 and financial pressures incentivising more burden-sharing in this area. 6 While some have come to portray these developments as significant moves towards reducing the capabilities-expectations gap, 7 we argue that the gap has actually widened as a result of these latest initiatives. This is down to a number of factors on both the supply and demand sides of the capabilities-expectations equation. On the demand side, expectations of the Union's role in world politics have increased markedly: externally, the EU is seen by many as the last defender of multilateralism as well as a distinct pole in the new, multipolar international order. Internally, the Union's latest initiatives are sold as reinvigorating the European project and providing much-needed evidence of workable integration in light of the Brexit vote. On the supply side, meanwhile, these initiatives remain underdeveloped and subject to considerable disagreement between the Member States; moreover, they are prone to the same problems that have bedevilled collaboration in European security and defence for decades, plus a few new ones introduced by the Brexit vote. Existing approaches have failed to acknowledge these limitations because they have been focused on the supply side rather than the demand side. From this perspective, movement towards further integration in security and defence cannot but be seen in a positive light since it will fix important issues and facilitate significant savings and greater efficiencies. But a focus on the demand side illustrates a dangerous mismatch between ambition and ability which threatens to reopen the capabilities-expectations gap and may come back to haunt EU policymakers in the years to come.
Our argument proceeds as follows. First, we reflect on Hill's initial diagnosis of a capabilities-expectations gap in the EU's foreign relations 8 and chart the significant narrowing of the gap in the decades hence, as knowledge of the Union's limitations spread and as institutional changes aimed at addressing the gap were introduced. We then take stock of recent changes to the EU's external environment and its internal constitution, focusing on the increase in regional insecurity from around 2013 and the fallout from the Brexit vote in 2016. Both of these trends, we argue, served to increase the expectations placed on the EU to take responsibility for its own security and for managing events in its near abroad. We then examine the comprehensive programme of discursive and institutional renewal from 2016 onwards, during which time a number of initiatives were launched, including the EUGS, CARD, PESCO, and the EDF, MPCC and Macron's EI2, noting some of the practical limitations of these initiatives. We conclude by arguing that the mismatch between the lofty goal of 'strategic autonomy' 9 and the reality of efforts at security and defence reform hint at the reopening of the capabilities-expectations gap. We argue that policymakers need to be cautious in their pronouncements if the EU is to remain a credible foreign and security actor in the longer term, and that scholars should pay greater attention to the demand side of the capabilities-expectations equation and remain open to the conceptual possibility that the gap may widen as well as narrow in the future.
The capabilities-expectations gap in European foreign affairs
Christopher Hill first spoke in 1993 of a capabilities-expectations gap afflicting the European Community (EC) -as it then was -when it became clear the organisation could not live up to the lofty role the organisation was increasingly being held to in world politics. His article claimed that 'recent dramas over the Gulf, the Uruguay Round and Yugoslavia seem to show that the Community is not an effective international actor, in terms both of its capacity to produce collective decisions and its impact on events'. 10 In his argument, Hill examined both 'the functions which the Community (EC) might be fulfilling in the international system' as well as 'the perceptions which are held of its role by third parties', noting a mismatch between those functions the Community had performed -stabilising Western Europe, co-managing world trade, communicating with the global south, providing a second 'Western' diplomatic voice -and the more onerous tasks others had come to associate the organisation with. Those functions which the Community did not have the capabilities to perform, but was expected to do so by external partners, included the EC acting as a replacement to the USSR as American balancer, a regional pacifier, a global intervening state, a bridge between the global north and the global south, and a co-manager of the world economy. 11 The fact that the EC did not have the resources to take on such roles led Hill to conclude that 'the Community's capabilities have been talked up, to the point where a significant capability-expectations gap exists, and that this is already presenting the EC with difficult choices and experiences that are the more painful for not being fully comprehended'. 12 Three deficiencies in the Community's capabilities in particular prevented it from taking on these more onerous roles: the first was that the organisation lacked actorness; that is, it lacked decision-making structures that could enable (or force) the members to act in harmony, unlike sovereign states in which foreign policy decision-making is wielded by the executive. 13 The second was that the EC lacked the resources to act on collective decisions, for while its members were wealthy industrialised democracies, this wealth was neither pooled at the European level, nor was it made available for foreign policy tasks. 14 The third deficiency was in those instruments at the Community's disposal, since it lacked procedures and structures in the foreign policy domain that would be capable of serving these more substantial functions, with decision-making remaining firmly under the control of the respective Member States. 15 The capabilities-expectations gap has become a popular framework for analysing the EU's role in the world, mainly because of the parsimony of the concept and the analytical leverage it nonetheless affords. The concept is, as Hill himself is clear, not a theory per se: rather, it is for analysts a helpful and succinct metaphor that neatly conceptualises some of the key (and continuing) problems associated with the limitations of the EU in world politics and the difficulties of studying such an actor using established 9 European External Action Service, Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe -A Global Strategy for the European Union's Foreign and Security Policy (Brussels 2016). 10 categories. For this reason, Hill's piece has become one of the most widely cited texts in the field, spawning a host of applications, 16 extensions and re-specifications, 17 and updates, many of which have come from the author's own efforts to reconsider the theoretical framework in light of ongoing empirical developments. 18 In short, the capabilities-expectations gap has become a powerful and well-established tool for the analysis of the development of EU foreign and security policy, and as a result the narrowing of the gap has become something of an empirical yardstick for those keen to see a more integrated role for the EU in this field. Interestingly, most audits of EU foreign and security policy within the capabilities-expectations gap framework have occurred during a period (1998-2013) when the gap itself could convincingly be said to be narrowing. The gap was narrowed during this period by a number of factors on both the supply and demand sides of the equation. First, on the supply side, the EU developed structures to facilitate coordination in a host of areas of external action. 19 The Amsterdam Treaty introduced several revisions of Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) provisions, among others adding a new instrument 'common strategies' to the already existing (and tried-and-tested) 'joint actions' and 'common positions'. 20 One of the essential changes introduced by the Treaty was the appointment of the secretary general of the Council to the office of High Representative for the CFSP. Javier Solana, former secretary general of NATO, took over the post in 1999 and gave the EU's foreign and security policy a well-known face, and substantial authority. Under Solana's auspices, the first overarching strategic document -the European Security Strategy -was published in 2003, aimed at serving as a guiding document for EU external action. 21 A year later the European Defence Agency (EDA) was created. Moreover, within the framework of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) -facilitated by the Anglo-French agreement at St Malo in 1998 22 -the Union successfully deployed a number of military and civilian operations in Europe, Africa, the Middle East and Asia. 23 Between 2003 -the launch of the first mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina -and 2009, 23 missions have been put together. 24 In this way, the EU was able to meet a number of security challenges, primarily in the Western Balkans and North Africa. The Lisbon Treaty in 2009, which emerged from the ashes of the failed EU Constitution, further institutionalised the EU foreign and security policy, not only giving the High Representative a 'double-hat' as Vice-President of the European Commission, but also placing a diplomatic service -the European External Action Service (EEAS) -at their disposal. 25 Second, on the demand side, the expectations on the EU decreased as the limitations of the Union's actorness and coherence became more widely known. In the United States, the growth of neo-conservatism and the decline of the Clinton-era emphasis on economic interdependence contributed to a more sceptical view of the EU's role in global politics. The administration of George W. Bush regarded the EU as something of a paper tiger. Academics associated with American neo-conservatism, a worldview ascendant in the Bush administration, seemed to concur: Robert Kagan famously argued that Americans were from Mars and Europeans from Venus, the insinuation being that the EU's more benign posture in international affairs was a product of its strategic weakness and its dependence on the US. 26 American disillusion with the EU's ability to fulfil a global role increased during the Obama era, as Member State commitments to Afghanistan failed to materialise at the anticipated levels -Member States could only muster an additional 5,000 troops -and as last-minute German opposition killed off prospects of intervention in Libya under an EU flag. 27 Far from undermining the EU's ability as an international actor, these deficiencies surprised nobody and contributed to the then dominant belief that the EU could at most play second fiddle in a supporting role to the US efforts to promote regional stability.
Internally, and also on the demand side, the EU moderated its own expectations in the years following European inaction in the Balkans, which had greatly damaged the Union's credibility as a foreign and security actor and brought the expectations of policymakers down to earth after the heady days of the Maastricht Treaty, when the possibilities of the relaunched European project seemed limitless. Hopes for EU security and defence initiatives were understandably high at the time of the Anglo-French St Malo summit of 1998, but began to fade within a few years of the declaration. Although the agreement paved the way for the Member States to launch the ESDP, its stature was undermined politically as a result of the diminishing British interest in EU-led operations, owing in part to the rupture caused by the Anglo-American invasion of Iraq in 2003. From this moment, it has been argued, Britain has 'ceased to invest politically or militarily in the CSDP in any substantial manner'. 28 This experience led the EU to moderate its own expectations of what could be achieved through integration in foreign and security policy, and to scale back a number of the loftier ambitions aired in the 1990s. The result was to further reduce expectations and contribute to the narrowing of the gap during this period.
A further case in point was offered by failure of the EU Constitution in 2005 following its rejection by French and Dutch voters in referendums. The Constitution aimed, among other things, to instigate a number of innovations and adjustments to the EU's foreign and security policy framework, the most controversial of these being the creation of a Union Minister for Foreign Affairs. The veto of the Constitution forced European leaders to slow up the pace of reform and contributed to moderating the expectations regarding the coherence of its politics. The trend continued in the following years. In spite of the institutional innovations introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon, 29 EU policymakers had still sought cautious change from these reforms, rather than wholesale renewal of the Union's global role, and changes to foreign and security policy were not as central to the broader narrative of integration as they would be in later years. The appointment of Catherine Ashton -a capable but little-known hand -as the first High Representative following the entering into force of the Treaty demonstrated widespread cognisance of the limitations of EU foreign and security policy. During this period, then, the conceptual limitations regarding EU's ability to become a coherent and capable security actor were well established, 30 expectations suitably moderate as a result. To quote Menon, the thinking was that 'reasonable ambitions are the best starting point. It is unlikely that the EU will ever become the kind of high-profile and effective international security actor that some seem to think it should be.' 31
Great expectations: Systemic change and the Brexit moment
The situation began to gradually change after 2013 as a result of a number of internal and external challenges for the Union which began to build up during this period. These led, somewhat counter-intuitively, to greater expectations being placed on the Union from its own policymakers and external observers, both directly, through the increasing pressure to take greater responsibility for its own security, and indirectly, as a result of the increasing need for a renewed political role for a Union in crisis. In this section we examine a number of these challenges, as well as the implications of these for the capabilities-expectations gap.
The EU in an insecure world
Peering beyond Europe's boundaries, the EU's place in the world has become more uncertain in recent years. The rise of non-Western powers -China pre-eminent among them -has occasioned talk of a new, more diffuse 'multipolar' order in which established norms of international conduct and strategic relations may not have the currency they once did. 32 Of course, a multipolar world is not necessarily more unstable, and much will depend on the extent to which collaborative relations become embedded in the new order and whether reasonable accommodation can be reached between the major powers on a number of contentious issues. 33 But so far the EU's experience of multipolarity has not been all that benign.
The unfolding geostrategic competition between the US and China beckons the return of a geopolitics for which the EU, and its 'normative power' aspirations, 34 appears poorly suited. Although scholars are divided on whether China will supplant the US as hegemon 35 or be perpetually constrained by America's vast 'structural power', 36 it is clear that China's rise (relative or otherwise) presents complex problems for the Union. For one thing, China's rise presents a challenge to the EU's ability to promote liberalism abroad since there is only a certain extent to which the Union can push its human rights agenda in dealings with Beijing, especially given the levels of Chinese investment in Europe at present. 37 China's growing geopolitical and economic ambitions in Europe, including hi-tech takeovers and cyber-operations, have also caused concern, 38 while its activities in other regions -notably in Africa -have served to undercut European efforts to attach good governance conditions to development aid. 39 Moreover, the rise of China has raised concerns about the credibility of the American security commitment to Europe, and since 2013 the US has arguably been more preoccupied with checking China's rise than with nurturing its intra-Western alliance relationships. 40 Moscow, meanwhile, turned from a 'thorn in the side' in the EU's external relations to outright strategic adversary in the decade following the 2003 invasion of Iraq, which in Russia precipitated ever-growing concern about its demise as a 'great power'. 41 This resulted in a marked shift in Russian foreign policy in 2006 towards the 'new realism' which precipitated a more aggressive global presence, culminating in the interventions in Abkhazia and South Ossetia in 2008. 42 In the years since, Moscow has invested massively in defence and has undertaken frequent and consistent efforts to destabilise the European neighbourhood. 43 Russian troops intervened against the Ukrainian government in February 2014 after the Maidan Square protests toppled a pro-Russian government, and the following month Moscow annexed the Crimea region. 44 Within the EU itself, Russia has been providing active assistance to anti-system populist parties and disseminating misinformation and 'fake news' across the continent, and is widely believed to have been behind a number of high-profile cyber attacks and politically motivated assassinations. 45 In the Middle East and North Africa, initial hopes of a more stable and democratic future following the Arab Spring uprisings of 2011 were dashed as the extent of instability precipitated by the collapse of previously authoritarian states became clear. Syria has been in a state of civil war since 2011 and the subsequent intervention of the US and Russia in the conflict -the latter with mere hours' notice in 2015 -has turned the country into a battleground between major powers: both Iran and Russia play a crucial role in the ongoing conflict, alongside the US and Turkey. NATO intervention in Libya in 2011 resulted in the downfall of the Gaddafi regime but failed to produce a government capable of controlling the vast territory or obtaining support from armed groups, and since 2014 the country has been in a state of civil war. 46 Elsewhere in the region, Iran poses a further challenge, and the country's keenness to proceed with its allegedly civilian nuclear programme alarmed the international community and triggered multilateral measures aimed at preventing the development of an Iranian nuclear capability. These have recently become the cause of serious disagreement between the EU and the US, the latter having decided to withdraw from the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPoA) due to alleged Iranian violations of the agreement, while the former has defended the deal, 47 exacerbating discord in transatlantic relations. 48 Furthermore, today's challenges go beyond the activities of individual powers and involve also global systemic risks. One is the growing concern resulting from cyber security threats. The number of countries 38 capable of initiating a cyber attack has grown from 10 in 2011 to over 30 in 2017, and Russia, Iran and North Korea have been testing aggressive means of cyber attack that pose growing threats to the West. Another systemic threat is that presented by weapons of mass destruction, such as chemical weapons used in Iraq and Syria, and the increasing risk of proliferation of these kinds of weapon. Terrorism also continues to be a major security risk and is treated as such by states and the public alike, notwithstanding a decrease in the number of terrorist attacks worldwide. 49 In short, Europe's security has become increasingly imperilled in the years since 2013, even if many of the risks began to emerge long before then. As the chairman of the Munich Security Conference, Wolfgang Ischinger, recently put it: 'No matter where you look, there are countless conflicts and crises -crises that greatly affect us Europeans.' 50
The Brexit moment
The Brexit vote in June 2016 contributed to the momentum in EU security and defence policy that has been developing since 2013 51 and which had become especially visible with the preparation of the EUGS. 52 Indeed, it was in 2013 that then Prime Minister David Cameron made the fateful announcement that, if re-elected as the head of a majority Conservative government, he would put the UK's membership of the EU to a nationwide referendum. Subsequently, as is now well known, the awarding of a slim majority to the Conservatives in the 2015 election forced Cameron to deliver on his in-out referendum, which was held on 23 June 2016 and -after fierce competition from the Leave and Remain campsresulted in a small majority (51.9 per cent) in favour of Britain leaving the EU. This unprecedented decision, the first time a Member State had taken the decision to withdraw from the Union, has resulted in an ongoing political crisis in the UK, as successive governments have grappled with the difficult task of practically implementing the mandate from the referendum.
But the effect of the vote in Europe was profound also. Brexit resulted in an existential crisis for the Union and fostered a perceived need in Brussels to counter talk of disintegration by demonstrating that the engine of integration was still working. Brexit shook the EU to its core, at least initially. As Mogherini put it: 'The purpose, even existence, of our Union is being questioned.' 53 The prospect of one of the Union's largest countries leaving contributed to the sense of crisis gripping Brussels. Talk among the remaining Member States in the days and weeks after Brexit emphasised the risk of contagion and even of wholesale collapse. In this context, there was considerable demand for a renewed sense of purpose for the European project, and for the EU to demonstrate it was moving forwards rather than backwards or not at all. Foreign and security policy offered a promising domain in which to demonstrate this since it was the area least touched by integration, a key component of statehood and international actorness, and possibly the last area in which a major crisis had not been blamed on Union policies. This context proved critical for the messages emanating from the EU on security and defence. The release of EUGS, for instance, although in gestation for a long time, took place in the week of the Brexit vote alongside carefully crafted rhetoric pushing for greater unity at a time of dangerous uncertainty. 54 The Brexit vote also foreshadowed a number of related political changes that came to have important geopolitical consequences. The election of Donald Trump as US president in November 2016, hot on the heels of the Brexit vote and redolent of similar domestic trends, 55 did much to reinforce concerns about the EU's insecure position in the world. Trump's election was seen as deleterious for the Union in a number of respects, given the president's outspoken criticism of NATO allies, his opposition to a number of key EU foreign policy goals -among them the Iran deal and the Paris climate agreement -as well as his seeming ambivalence towards the liberal international order, the preservation of which the EU has championed. 56 Brexit was also seen as contributing to the spread of populism across Europe and the Western world more generally 57 and this reinforced perceptions in Brussels that the EU should to do more to protect citizens -in economic and strategic terms -and that European integration needed to be galvanised in order to head off the resurgent nativism across the continent. Moreover, the Russian threat became all the more salient in the weeks after Brexit owing to mounting evidence that Russian cyber activity was involved in both the Brexit and Trump campaigns. 58 And yet from an institutional perspective Brexit also offered an opportunity to obtain movement on a number of projects which the UK would surely have vetoed as a member but which -since it was on the way out -it would no longer be in a position to stop. 59 Preventing EU-led challenges to NATO had been a long-standing concern of Britain's European policy, and the UK consistently vetoed initiatives it regarded as undermining the supremacy of the Atlantic alliance in matters of defence. Without the British veto in the background, a common view holds, the EU will be able to move towards a more autonomous posture in security and defence. For example, the UK opposed the increase of the EDA's budget for five consecutive years owing to concerns it would undermine NATO's role, 60 and blocked the establishment of the EU military headquarters, 61 reckoning it to be redundant given that NATO already has headquarters in Belgium. 62 The British decision to leave thus provided greater impetus for reforms that were already under way and also made it more likely that a number of them would come to fruition.
Changing institutions and expectations
Recent years have thus witnessed increasing pressures -both external and internal -for the Union to take on a greater security and defence role, forcing European leaders to focus on foreign and security policy, and to outline how the EU will sit in the emerging -and potentially post-liberal -international order. Policymakers' responses have indicated that the EU would reply by seeking to augment its own capabilities as a stepping stone towards achieving 'strategic autonomy' 63 such that the EU is able to defend itself and its values on the global stage without American assistance as 'the vanguard of a new liberal order'. 64 As Commission President Juncker claimed in his State of the Union speech: 'The geopolitical situation makes this Europe's hour: the time for European sovereignty has come. It is time Europe took its destiny into its own hands. It is time Europe developed . . . the capacity to play a role, as a Union, in shaping global affairs.' 65 Juncker's view was echoed by key European leaders, including German Chancellor Angela Merkel, 66 French President Emmanuel Macron 67 and Spanish Prime Minister Pedro Sanchez. 68 Moreover, Juncker claimed that by 2025 the Union needs to work towards establishing a 'fully-fledged European Defence Union'. 69 Proposals championed by France and supported by Juncker and by German Defence Minister Ursula von der Leyen to create a European army that 'would convey to Russia that we are serious about defending the values of the European Union' also indicate renewed enthusiasm for the EU taking on a more active role in the world. 70 In consequence, expectations of the Union's role in world politics have increased markedly. Externally, the EU is seen by many as the last defender of multilateralism, 71 which is now viewed as a key component of the EU's identity as a global actor. 72 Indeed, the EUGS confirms the EU's own commitment to safeguarding multilateralism, 73 and leaders of the European institutions 74 and of the Member States have made similar statements in recent years. 75 European policymakers also increasingly stress the need for the EU to undertake a greater role in defending the interests of its citizens against external threats. Meanwhile, citizens' expectations reinforce these trends: support for the CSDP, one indicator of citizen preferences on EU security, rose by 7 per cent in the 15 years from 2003 to 2018. 76 Public opinion in key Member States -especially Germany -appears to be coming around to the idea of a more active presence in European security. And, crucially, the expectations placed on the EU by external actors have also increased. To a certain extent this is commensurate with the changes charted above in the international environment, since it is these factors motivating the Americans to demand the Europeans take greater responsibility for their own security, and convincing many middle-powers that the EU remains the last potential defender of the multilateral international order. But the changing expectations are also a response to the EU's own rhetoric on these questions and the priority it has afforded such concepts as 'strategic autonomy' and 'defence union' in its own pronouncements. Outside observers increasingly speak of an EU bent on taking greater responsibility for these problems than ever before.
Recent institutional changes at the EU level reflect these external pressures, and EU desires. 77 They include a number of new initiatives spelled out in the Implementation Plan on Security and Defence. 78 PESCO -the 'Sleeping beauty of the Lisbon Treaty' 79 -was launched in December 2017, permitting groups of like-minded Member States to take further collaborative steps towards more advanced projects, 34 of which have so far been adopted by the Council. Next, the EDF was established by the European Commission to inject financing into joint defence projects, with the aim of acting as a multiplier in this regard by stimulating and incentivising cooperation. The Commission will allocate Community funds ( C600 million yearly until 2020 and C1.5 billion thereafter) for technological innovation, defence research, and technology, with the aim to overcome the insufficient and incoherent defence spending in the EU. Proposals for a CARD to assess Member State capabilities and identify shortcomings and possibilities for pooling resources were announced in 2017, with the first full CARD Report to be delivered in November 2020. 80 Finally, the EU military headquarters -or the Military Planning and Conduct Capability (MPCC) to give its full title -was established in summer 2017 and has assumed command of EU non-executive military missions, with the intention of this remit being expanded to include executive missions in the near future. Meanwhile, in addition to EU-led initiatives, in 2017 France announced a decision to establish EI2, a joint military project between 10 European countries aimed at enhancing the ability of its members to act together on missions as part of NATO, the EU, the UN or other ad hoc coalitions. 81 The Initiative, put forward by Macron in his Revue stratégique, lies outside EU structures although Germany, in particular, is keen to see the EI2 folded into the Union apparatus at a future date.
Mind the gap: The limits of EU security and defence
The recent developments in EU security and defence reinforced the belief, held by many on the continent and globally, that the EU is finally getting its house in order. The EU's capabilities, however, have yet to catch up with the increased expectations placed on the EU's role in security and defence by policymakers in Brussels, London and Washington. This is for a number of reasons, some of which are long standing. This section examines a number of pre-existing limitations to the establishment of effective security and defence policies at the European level, the most important of which are: a lack of resources, divergent interests and cultures, and lowest-common-denominator decision-making.
Resources
One recurring theme is the unwillingness of the Member States to commit sufficient resources to fund security and defence initiatives widely viewed as necessitated by existing developments. One aspect concerns limitations in the resources made available by Member States for EU operations. In the decade since the Lisbon Treaty came into force Member States have contributed fewer human resources to civilian CSDP missions than in the decade before -in 2019, for instance, they deployed 700 personnel, compared to nearly 2,000 in 2010. 82 Similarly problematic is the commitment of military hardware, and CSDP military operations often suffer from insufficient equipment. Operation Sophia, for example, has at times had no ships at its disposal owing to disputes over disembarkation. 83 Brexit also risks leaving some key gaps here: significant contributions to EU naval missions often came from the British, which is also one of the few Member States able to supply the requisite strategic airlift capability for EU missions. And the pursuit of European strategic autonomy itself would be very costly indeed, since many of the capabilities provided by the US would be very difficult to replicate. 84 Moreover, although defence spending across the continent is rising, it is not increasing sufficiently rapidly to plug the many identified gaps in capabilities. 85 This has been a recurrent problem with regard to both the CSDP and defence spending more generally. The average defence expenditure as a share of GDP of the 22 countries that are NATO and EU members decreased from 2.01 per cent in 2000 to 1.47 per cent in 2016. 86 Only four countries -Poland, Estonia, Greece and the UK -meet the 2 per cent rule for defence spending established at the Wales NATO summit in 2014. Germany is often singled out as the worst offender in this regard since its defence spending (1.2 per cent of GDP in 2016) is far below what it ought to be able to contribute based on the size of its economy and population -albeit for well-understood historical reasons. 87 Chancellor Merkel promised a gradual increase of defence spending, and indeed spending increased from 1.18 per cent of GDP in 2014 to 1.24 per cent in 2018, but the 2 per cent goal is still far away. 88 While analysts speak of a turnabout in opinion at both the elite and popular levels regarding the willingness for Germany to play a more active role in the security field, here again there is a sizable mismatch between expectations and reality since the identified shift is gradual, marginal, and may even be subject to reversal in the future, depending on the evolving German political landscape. Moreover, the defence spending question is often formulated in a misleading way. It is not only a question how much EU Member States spend, but how the money is spent. Currently 80 per cent of defence procurement is purely national, with the opportunity cost of defence market fragmentation and lack of interoperability estimated at C30 billion. While the EDF is targeting the right problem in this respect, overcoming the issue will take decades, not years.
Interests
Then there is the familiar problem of the divergent interests of the Member States and differences in strategic culture. 89 The strategic culture of Britain and France, for instance, is built around the desire of both countries to play a major role globally and to be able to deploy expeditionary forces, while their defence posture is based on conventional theories of nuclear deterrence. 90 Germany regards itself as more of a 'civilian power' and is more wary of projecting force abroad, and German strategic culture is deeply rooted in multilateral approaches to continental defence, although there are signs this is changing somewhat. 91 A number of other fault lines cut through European security and defence debates: geographically, for instance, many of the Scandinavian and central and east European Member States focus more on the problems of territorial defence and see the threat from Russia as the most significant, while Member States on the Mediterranean are more concerned with managing the Union's near abroad and the perceived threat from migration. 92 There is also a significant divide between Europeanist and Atlanticist frameworks, with France best representing the first of these views, which stresses the need for European autonomy in security and defence, and a number of other Member States -including Britain, Spain and central European countries -adherents of the latter approach, focused on strong support for the Atlantic alliance. 93 A good illustration of divergent interests is provided by the current Polish government, which is reluctant when it comes to security and defence initiatives at the EU level, but does everything in its power to secure an American permanent base on Polish territory. Indeed, the idea of Fort Trump, originally met with great scepticism, 94 might in fact materialise in the not-too-distant future. 95 
Decision-making
There is also the question of how an effective security and defence policy can be fashioned from forms of decision-making that remain intergovernmental. Security and defence policy differs from many other policy domains in that decision-making is not subject to qualified majority voting (QMV) but requires all Member States to agree to a common position or deployment. Of course, it is well known that EU foreign and security policy is not wholly lowest-common-denominator since elements of informal supranationalism have crept into the policymaking process. 96 Moreover, the Member States have, over the years, implemented a number of mechanisms to help overcome the veto potential held by individual Member States, including procedures for constructive abstention. 97 But to all intents and purposes, the domain is characterised by intergovernmentalism. This means individual Member States have the power to block decisions they are not comfortable with and ensures outcomes remain close to the common baseline. This is one reason why the EU's choice of deployments can appear so conservative, limited to low-risk missions in the neighbourhood where individual Member States are keen to proceed and commit resources. 98 The voices suggesting that the EU should move towards QMV in this policy area are getting louder since the threat of a British veto is no longer an issue, 99 but many countries still oppose this measure, a number of whom were happy to hide behind the assumed British veto. President Juncker presented in September 2018 a proposal to introduce QMV in three areas of foreign policy: EU positions in the field of human rights issues in international forums, decisions on sanctions regimes, and on CSDP civilian missions. 100 His proposal is so far backed mainly by Germany, and many other countries, as well as Greece and Italy, are staunchly opposed. A broad political backing for this change therefore still seems to be lacking.
These perennial difficulties associated with establishing workable EU security and defence capabilities continue to overshadow recent initiatives. While the projects are expected to contribute to greater interoperability of national armed forces in the EU, they do not challenge the fundamental premise of national control over militaries or the intergovernmental nature of CSDP decision-making.
Looking at the projects adopted within PESCO, 101 for instance, one sees very clearly the mismatch between ambitions and realities; many of the projects are relatively small scale, and a number of them reflect existing initiatives of the participating Member States, meaning they would likely have gone ahead in one form or another even without PESCO. Certainly, in its present form, it is 'unlikely to make a significant impact on meeting the Union's requirements' as regards the Capability Development Plan. 102 One of the reasons beyond the rather low profile of many projects might be the reluctance some of the Member States had while going into this initiative. For example, France wanted PESCO to be a much more exclusive affair and opposed the German idea of inclusiveness on the grounds that too broad a membership would render the eventual structure inefficient, 103 and the final PESCO format motivated France to launch the EI2 as a more pragmatic, alternative framework comprising like-minded states. Poland, in turn, joined PESCO only at the very last minute owing to its own fear of potential duplication with NATO and may be considered one of the scheme's more reluctant participants -a position it has stated explicitly. 104 Thus, PESCO's success is not preordained and will depend upon willingness of the Member States to make significant contributions to the implementation of crucial projects. 105 Yet, as already mentioned above, the EU members are divided along a variety of lines regarding their preferred foreign policy and defence philosophies, such as Atlanticists, Europeanists, neutral states, interventionists and non-interventionists. Different interests and strategic cultures thus complicate the process of PESCO implementation.
The EDF faces a similar challenge. The idea of supporting defence research and joint capability development is supported by all Member States and EU institutions but the devil is in the detail. As Besch argues, 'beyond initial support, agreeing on the details of the EDF will be difficult. Questions will arise over what types of capabilities they aim to develop, over the distribution of the EU's funds, and over how exactly EU member states will finance joint capabilities'. 106 To really make a difference, and to develop initiatives that will fulfil the high expectations of EU security and defence, the Member States would have to coordinate their defence priorities to an as yet unprecedented extent. Another problem faced by both schemes is budgetary. If most EU Member States have been unwilling to contribute 2 per cent of GDP to NATO over the past 18 years, there is little evidence to suggest an increase in motivation to spend on defence just because it is not NATO. There are some anxieties that engaging in PESCO could in fact mean decreased engagement (also in budgetary terms) for NATO missions and projects. 107 There are also questions of the added value associated with a number of recent initiatives. Taking CARD as an example, a number of observers have argued the process adds little to the existing NATO Defence Planning Process since it fulfils the same function on much the same terms (it is voluntary, and its aim is to share information, building on existing planning tools and procedures). 108 Sharing information is of course important but it begs the question whether the crucial next step -de facto coordination of defence expenditures among the Member States -will ever actually occur.
In short, despite much fanfare in the context of international insecurity and Brexit, the wealth of new initiatives launched at the EU level in recent years suffer from many of the same problems which have bedevilled EU security and defence cooperation in recent decades, such as limited resources, divergent interests and inefficient decision-making structures. Moreover, some of the initiatives -especially EI2 and PESCO -may actively compete against one another as formats, even though they are often mentioned in the same breath as examples of Europe's institutional development. And this is before we take into account the limitations introduced by the Brexit process itself.
The Brexit effect: Resources, interests and institutions after British withdrawal
In spite of much optimistic rhetoric about recent changes in EU security and defence, many of which are seen as having been facilitated, or motivated, by Brexit itself, it is also not clear that British withdrawal will do much to mitigate the effects of the pre-existing factors limiting enhanced collaboration. Indeed, in some instances it is clear that Brexit further exacerbates these problems.
It is on the question of capabilities and financial resources that the effects of Brexit are perhaps going to be most discernible. The UK is a major player in EU security and defence and the Union will no longer be able to count on Britain's considerable military capabilities, economic resources or diplomatic networks after Brexit. CSDP missions were dependent in a number of crucial respects upon British contributions, including the provision of strategic airlift capabilities, the use of Northwood as the operational headquarters for Operation Atalanta, and the leveraging of British diplomatic support in service of interventions outside Europe. The EU will no longer be able to draw on these capabilities as easily as it has done previously, although given the degree of voluntarism involved in CSDP missions and the UK's keenness to stay 'plugged in', contributions of some form or another may indeed be possible. 109 At any rate, the withdrawal of such a sizable Member State leaves the remaining EU27 in a situation in which they must do 'more with less', contributing to the drive for increased efficiency and interoperability while also animating concerns that the Union's enthusiasm for security and defence reform post Brexit is unviable. The problem for the EU is that, when it comes to Brexit, there is a trade-off between improvements in the Union's 'actorness' promised by the latest reforms (especially PESCO and the EDF) and the credibility afforded by drawing upon British capabilities. If the UK is excluded from these initiatives -or excludes itself owing to concerns about becoming a rule-taker -then the initiatives will lack credibility. 110 In terms of Member State interests, it is often held that Brexit has increased the resolve of the EU27 to safeguard the European project. To a certain extent this is true. The unity of the 27 on the question of Brexit -in public at least -is suggestive of greater unity, and pro-European movements have arguably been galvanised by the Brexit vote and the spectre of growing populist support. But the present show of unity belies deeper divergence in national positions, and the most fundamental disagreements remain. Germany's newfound interest in becoming a leader in security and defence cannot undo decades of civilian identity over night. Other countries, such as the Netherlands, have a fresh enthusiasm for the European project but they continue parallel efforts to safeguard their own vision of Europe, which is nowhere near as integrationist as that of Germany or Belgium. 111 And the continent remains divided between Member States who occupy different sides of key strategic dichotomies: Atlanticist/Europeanist; nationalist/internationalist; territorial defence/expeditionary forces; unilateral/multilateral. Post-Brexit developments will still fall along these divides: more Atlanticist countries, especially in Eastern Europe, are notably more spooked by British withdrawal than those seeking greater European autonomy. Existing divisions, meanwhile, continue to play out in debates over new formats, most notably between France and Germany over the inclusiveness of PESCO 112 and the extent to which Macron's EI2 initiative can -or should -be folded into the broader EU framework. 113 One could argue to a certain extent that the proof is in the pudding since sufficient unity was ultimately found to reach broad agreement on PESCO. Yet this consensus was only forged (precariously) from divergent views of how PESCO would evolve and itself represented the partial victory of the German approach over the French one. 114 Institutional changes post Brexit are not insignificant. The EDF, for instance, sees the first incursions for the Commission and the Community budget into the defence market, in sums that are considerable enough to encourage Member States to work together. PESCO, meanwhile, envisages commitments that are binding on the Member States taking part, and some of the projects will result in significant efficiencies. Moreover, the absence of the UK from the decision-making apparatus puts an end to the British veto, which has ceaselessly sought to block EU security and defence initiatives thought to undermine the supremacy of NATO, including the move to establish a permanent operational headquarters. But, while these changes are significant, they are also easily overblown. Once appropriately caveated, it is clear that post-Brexit changes do not fundamentally alter the intergovernmental basis of the Union's policymaking in this domain. To begin with, the forays into supranationalism represented by PESCO and the EDF are minimal and cannot substitute for the ability -through QMV -to overcome individual vetoes. The Commission's role in the EDF, for instance, is as an enabler, and the jealously guarded nature of national defence industries means that the Member States will not allow the Commission to move beyond this coordinating role. Meanwhile, the binding commitments in PESCO apply only to those members who signed up to the admittedly small-scale projects, and it is not clear how -or whether -non-complying Member States will be sanctioned. 115 Meanwhile, it is worth noting that while the prospect of a UK veto has receded on account of Brexit, Britain was not the only Member State with objections to further Europeanisation of security and defence. Indeed, other Member States sceptical of further security and defence integration have long hidden behind the automatic UK veto of such initiatives, and will now be forced to openly diverge from these positions.
Conclusion
Recent years have seen a two-fold push for a greater EU role as a credible security and defence actor, motivated by fears of a more insecure international environment and the perceived opportunities presented by Brexit for galvanising the European project. The result has been a flurry of new EU-and national-level initiatives in this field which aim, together, to establish a more assertive, more efficient and more credible EU presence in the field of security and defence. Expectations of these projects have been high in Europe, in the soon-to-be-leaving UK, and in the rest of the world, with much talk of the EU finally getting its act together as a security and defence actor. Political incentives on both sides of the channel reinforce this enthusiasm to see the EU moving on in this respect. But recent EU initiatives continue to be afflicted by a host of problems which have bedevilled EU security and defence cooperation since its inception, including a marked reluctance on behalf of Member States to commit adequate capabilities and funds, diversity in interests and strategic cultures, and lowest-common-denominator decision-making structures. Moreover, recent EU initiatives are also affected by British withdrawal, which threatens to undermine the credibility of these projects if they are launched without UK involvement. The end result of these changes, we argue, is that EU capabilities will markedly fail to live up to the lofty expectations which have been set for them in recent years, leading to a reopening of the capabilities-expectations gap diagnosed by Hill in the early 1990s. 116 There are two principal implications of our argument. The first is theoretical. Our argument suggests that the capabilities-expectations framework elaborated by Hill remains a useful way of understanding the limitations of EU foreign and security policy, not least because it tempers optimistic assessments of minor improvements in capabilities through a careful calculation of how these compare with the expectations of relevant stakeholders. Existing analyses tend to focus unduly on the supply side, looking at how institutional changes have contributed to specific needs, but overlooking important changes on the demand side, which can be subject -as we have shown -to significant variation. Since expectations are also subject to change, we argue that assessments need to take account of both sides of this equation before drawing any conclusions. The second implication of our argument is the importance -for the policy community -of managing expectations, especially in the longer term. The prospect of reopening the 115 Niklas Nováky, 'The EU's Permanent Structured Cooperation in Defence: Keeping Sleeping Beauty from Snoozing' (2018) 17 European View 97, 102. 116 Hill (n 1).
capabilities-expectations gap brings with it the risk of future harm to the credibility of the Union as a global actor, which may undermine the (many) achievements of EU security and defence policy to date. The Union and the Member States should take care not to exaggerate the impact of current reforms since this will create more damage in the long run if it turns out to be an over-optimistic assessment, which is highly likely. Better would be to play the long game and work on establishing realistic expectations and workable policies, while acknowledging existing problems in order to find ways of overcoming them. Although developments such as PESCO, CARD and EDF are potentially revolutionary, they must be furnished with the necessary resources by the Member States in order for real-world changes to be brought about, overcoming a number of challenges on the way.
